Docket No. 4208-4353 



REMARKS 



I. Status 

The Office Action indicates claims 43-62 to be pending in this Application. With 
this response, claims 43, 49, 54, and 57 are amended, and claims 48, 53, and 62 are canceled 
without prejudice or disclaimer. No new matter has been added. 

The specification is objected to. 

Claims 43-50 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Harrison (U.S. Patent No. 6,064,420). 

Claims 51, 52, and 54-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Harrison. 

Claims 43, 49, 54, and 57 are independent. 



II. Objection to the Specification 

The Office Action objects to the specification, the Office Action stating that: 

"[t]he specification is objected to as failing to provide proper 
antecedent basis for the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 
1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: The specification does not give any 
support or definition to the claim subject matter in claim 54; 
in particular, there is no definition of 'an article of 
manufacture comprising a computer readable medium 
containing computer readable code' found in the 
Specification to support this claimed feature. 

Since Applicant does not provide the required support or 
definition to the claimed subject matter above, the objection 
to the specification is maintained" 
(see Office Action p. 2). 
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However, in view, for instance, of Fig. 2 of the present application's depiction of 

splitting application 218 and the disclosure of the present application's statement that: 

"... inside or outside the CPU unit is a software-based 

splitting application 218 , which enables the handling and 

splitting of the different data frames" 

(see disclosure of the present application p. 12; emphasis 

added), 

the Applicant respectfully submits that the disclosure of the present application, at least with the 
amendment to claim 54 herewith, is in compliance with 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 
608.01(o), and respectfully requests that the objection be withdrawn. 



III. Amendment of Independent Claims 43, 49, 54, and 57 

With this response, independent claims 43, 49, 54, and 57 are amended. No new 
matter has been added. 

The Applicant respectfully submits that Harrison fails, for example, to disclose, 
teach, or suggest: 

"... split received data including at least first image 
information and second image information into at least two 
data parts based on headers in the received data , wherein the 
first image information and the second image information 
are for displaying at least two substantially different images; 

a wireless short-range transmitter coupled to the processor 
and configured to transmit at least one of the at least two 
data parts wirelessly to an external display device for 
displaying images corresponding to at least the first image 
information ; and 

a display coupled to the processor and configured for 
receiving at least one data part not transmitted by the 
wireless short-range transmitter and displaying images 
corresponding to at least the second image information ..." 

as set forth in claim 43 as amended herewith (emphasis added). 
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As another example, Harrison fails to disclose, teach, or suggest: 

". . . obtaining data, including at least first image information 
and second image information , in frames; 

splitting the obtained data into at least two data parts based 
on headers in the obtained data , wherein the first image 
information and the second image information are for 
displaying at least two substantially different images; and 

transmitting at least one of the at least two data parts 
wirelessly to an external display device for displaying 
images corresponding to at least the first image information , 

wherein a coupled display is configured to receive at least 
one data part not transmitted wirelessly and display images 
corresponding to at least the second image information ..." 

as set forth in claim 49 as amended herewith (emphasis added). 

As a further example, Harrison fails to disclose, teach, or suggest: 

". . . split data, including at least first image information and 
second image information , obtained by a mobile terminal 
into at least two data parts based on headers in the data , 
wherein the first image information and the second image 
information are for displaying at least two substantially 
different images and transmit at least one of the at least two 
data parts wirelessly to an external display device for 
displaying images corresponding to at least the first image 
information , 

wherein a coupled display is configured to receive at least 
one data part not transmitted wirelessly and display images 
corresponding to at least the second image information ..." 

as set forth in claim 54 as amended herewith (emphasis added). 

As an additional example, Harrison fails to disclose, teach, or suggest: 

". . . split received data including at least first image 
information and second image information into at least two 
data parts based on headers in the received data , wherein the 
first image information and the second image information 
are for displaying at least two substantially different images; 
a wireless short-range transmitter coupled to the processor 
and configured to transmit at least one of the at least two 

10 

1166938 vl 



Docket No. 4208-4353 



data parts wirelessly to an external display device for 
displaying images corresponding to at least the first image 
information ; and a display coupled to the processor and 
configured for receiving at least one data part not transmitted 
by the wireless short-range transmitter and displaying images 
corresponding to at least the second image information ..." 

as set forth in claim 57 as amended herewith (emphasis added). 

The Office Action apparently equates the "first image information" of the claims 
with the associated data of Harrison, the "second image information" of the claims with the 
primary data of Harrison, the "headers" of the claims with the party-id of Harrison, and the 
"split" and "splitting" of the claims with the splitting of Figs. 12 and 13 of Harrison. 

However, even if such equations are taken to be valid for the sake of argument, 

Harrison would still fail, for instance, to disclose, teach, or suggest splitting data including the 

associated data of Harrison and the primary data of Harrison based on the party-id of Harrison, 

and instead would discuss splitting of only the associated data in view of the party-id: 

"[s]kipping now to FIG. 12, wherein a block diagram 
illustrating one embodiment of the operational flow of 
associated data protocol manager 60 for splitting the 
associated data is shown. As illustrated, upon receipt of the 
associated data from decoder 58, associated data protocol 
manager 60 looks for the first recipient identification (party- 
id), step 402. Upon locating the first recipient identification, 
associated data protocol manager 60 buffers/queues the 
associated data for the first recipient in a buffer/queue 
allocated to the first recipient, step 404. Protocol manager 60 
performs step 404 until either a new recipient identification 
or an end of data (EOD) indicator is encountered . . . 

Referring now to FIG. 13, wherein a block diagram 
illustrating one embodiment of the operational flow of local 
data manager 84 for causing the split associated data to be 
correspondingly rendered is shown. As shown, for the 
illustrated embodiment, local data manager 84 traverses 
buffers/queues 412 of the different recipients, and invoking 
the graphical display interface to correspondingly render the 
buffered/queued split associated data of the different 
recipients, in a 'round robin' fashion" 
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(see Harrison col. 12 In. 14-39; emphasis added). 
In view of at least the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that claims 
43, 49, 54, and 57 at least with the amendments herewith, as well as those claims that depend 
therefrom, are in condition for allowance. 



IV. Dependent Claim Rejections 

The Applicant does not believe it is necessary at this time to further address the 
rejections of the dependent claims as the Applicant believes that the foregoing places the 
independent claims in condition for allowance. The Applicant, however, reserves the right to 
further address those rejections in the future should such a response be deemed necessary and 
appropriate. 

( Continued on next page) 
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CONCLUSION 

The Applicant respectfully submits that this Application is in condition for 
allowance for which action is earnestly solicited. 

If a telephone conference would facilitate prosecution of this Application in any 
way, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the number provided. 

AUTHORIZATION 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees which may be required 
for this response, or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 13-4500, Order No. 4208- 
4353. 

Furthermore, in the event that an extension of time is required, the Commissioner 
is requested to grant a petition for that extension of time which is required to make this response 
timely and is hereby authorized to charge any fee for such an extension of time or credit any 
overpayment for an extension of time to the above-noted Deposit Account and Order No. 

Respectfully submitted, 
MORGAN & FfNNEGAN, L.L.P. 



Dated: September 30. 2008 




Mailing Address: Angus R. Gill 

MORGAN & FINNEGAN, L.L.P. Registration No. 5 1 , 1 33 

3 World Financial Center 

New York, New York 10281-2101 

(212)415-8700 

(212)415-8701 (Fax) 
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